Introductory
leads to a growing exacerbation of temper. In that mood,
for a Government to go on with its programme is a
challenge to its opponents unlikely to promote the spirit
of compromise. In that mood, also, for it to withdraw is to
admit that, whatever the will of the electoral majority, the
owners of economic power are the permanent masters of
the Constitution. For it then becomes obvious that they
are, by reason of that ownership, in a position to dictate the
possible limits of change. The State is their State; and its
supreme coercive power can only be directed to those
objects of which they are willing to approve,
The second mood, not less obviously, leads directly to
civil war. It is the policy of Franco who refuses to abide
by the results of an electoral decision on the ground that
their consequences are impossible to contemplate. It is
ridiculous to argue that such a condition is unthinkable in
a country with the political traditions of Great Britain.
It is exactly such a condition that, in the Home Rule
controversy of 1912—14, Sir Edward Carson deliberately
organized with the full and conscious assent of the
Conservative Party. He built and munitioned an army,
not hesitating to seek the assistance of a foreign power for
its equipment. He jeopardized the loyalty of the British
army. He compelled the surrender of Parliament to the
will of the forces he represented as the alternative to civil
war. What was possible over a relatively minor controversy
like Ulster is certainly not impossible over a major con-
troversy like the foundations of the economic system.
Once more, it is necessary to affirm that the strength of
parliamentary government is exactly measured by the unity
of political parties upon its fundamental objects. Once
that unity is broken, the fragility of the assumptions upon
which it rests is even more obvious than it was when the
Reform Act of 1867 awakened Bagehot to their implica-
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